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The Examiner has objected to Clainis 17-20 as being dependent on a canceiled 
claim. Applicant respectfully notes that such objection has been avoided in view of the 
amendments made to Claims 17-20. 

The Examiner has reiected Cilairas 16-23 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. In particular, the Examiner has argued 
that in "claim 16. the phrase ‘‘and/of’ renders the claim indefinite.’ Applicant 
respectfully notes that such rejection has been avoided in view of the amendments made 
to Claim 16. 

The Examiner is thanked for the allowable subject matter of Clai nis 21 and 23. 
The Examiner has stated that such claims would be allowable if rewritten to overcome 
the rejectioti(s) under 35 U.S.C 1 12, .second paragraph, and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. .Applicant respectfully asserts 
that the claims have been amended, as suggested by the Examiner, 

The Examiner is also thanked for the allowable subject matter of Claims 26 and 
34. The Eixaminer has stated that such claims would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent forat including all of the limitations of the base claim and any interv'ening 
daims. Applicant respectfully asserts that the subject matter of .such allowed claims 
(along with any Intervening claims) has been at least substantially incorporated into 
independent Claims 24 ami 29, respectively. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 16-20, 22, 29-33 and 35 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by Navazo(O.S. Patent No. 5,435,606). Applicant 
Tt..spectfully disagrees -uiilt such rejections, especially in view of the amendments made 
hereiuribtn e t<> each td'tbe independent claims. Specifically, independent (4aim 29 has 
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been amended to at least substantiany i ncorporate the anowable subject matter of Claim 
34, as noted above. In addition, independent Claim 16 has been amended, as follows; 

^'further comprising at least one aperture extending into at least one said 
second volume, said at least one aperture being adapted to receive lid retainijig 
devices therein/’ 

As a result of the amendment, independent Claim 16 is nerv when compared to the 
prior art. For example, the Navazo reference relied upon by the Examiner discloses a 
tmnking section including three sides (two sides indicated at 4 and a base indicated at 3), 
which define a first channel for receiving electrical cables. Further, Navazo discloses a 
lid 2 wbich together with the first channel define a volume, and the two edges of the sides 
4 define several channels (longitudinal grooves 5), These second channels are covered 
by end walls 10 of device 7 (for example see figure 7), thereby defining second volumes. 
However, Navazo does not disclose use of apertures extending into the second volume, 
with these apertures being adapted to receive retaining devices, for example screws or 
bolts, therein. 

Furthemiore, independent Claim 16 is also tmobviom in view of the prior art, in 
view of the various optional advantages associated therewith. Specifically, by providing 
apertures extending into the second channels, the lid can be securely fixed to the body of 
the tmnking section, which is far more secure than the snap fixing described in Navazo. 
At the same time., the trunking section has a smooth and easy to dean external surface, 
which is not seen in the other prior art, for example Merckle, or the prior art described in 
the introduction of the present application. Furthermore, any watei' which is able to enter 
through the apertures, for example by capillary action along the thread of a bolt, is only 
able to emer the second channels, and is unable to enter the main channel carrying the 
electrical cables. 

I bus, neither Merckle, nor Navazo disclose a technique “further comprising at 
least one aperture extending into at least one said second volume, said at least one 
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aperture being adapted to receive lid retaining devices therein” (emphasis added), in the 
manner as claimed by applicant. 

The fc'xaminer is reminded that a claim is anticipated only if each and every' 
element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherentiy described in a 
single prior art reference. Verdegaal Bros. Llukm Oil Co. OfCalifhnmi, 814 F.2d 628, 

63 L 2 (.ISPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed, Cir, 1987). Moreover, the identical Invention must be 
shown in as complete detail as contained in the claim. Richardson v, Suzuki Motor 
Co.m F.2d 1226, 1236, 9US:PQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989), The elements must be 
arranged as required by the claim. 

'f his criterion has simply not been met by the above reterence, as noted above. 
Thus, a notice of allowance or a proper prior art showing of ah of applicant’s claim 
limitations, in combination w4th the remaining claim elements, is respectfully requested. 

Furthermore, with respect to dependent Claim 27, the Pixaminer has rejected the 
same under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), as being unpatentable over Merckle (U.S. Patent No. 
3,351,699). Specifically, with respect to dependent Claim 27, the Examiner has simply 
dismissed the same under Official Notice. Specifically, the Examiner has stated that it 
would have been obvious for one of ordinaiy skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made “to make the packing material out of neoprene because the selection of known 
material based upon its suitability for the intended use is a design consideration within 
the skill of the art.” .Applicant respectfully disagrees. In particular, applicant 
respectfully asserts that it would not be obvious since Merckle was concerned with 
choosing a “particular coating on the material in order to achieve the greatest possible 
degree of shielding or confining of radio signals.” Thus, applicant’s claimed technique 
“wherein said coating is neoprene,” as claimed, would not have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art. 

.Applicant thus formally requests a specific showi ng of the subject matter in ALL 
of the claims in any future action. Note e.xcerpt from MPEP below. 
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‘Mf the applicant traverses such an [Official Notice] assertion the examiner should 
cite a reference in support of his or her position.’' See MPEP 2144.03. 

Still yet, applicant brings to the Examiner’s attention the subject matter of new 
Claim 36 below, which is added for fiiU consideration; 

"'wherein said at least one aperture comprises a threaded hole and is 
adapted to receive at least one lid retainer in the fonn of a screw” (see Claim 36). 

Again, a notice of allowance or a proper prior art showing of all of applicant’s 
claim limitations, in combination with the remaining claim elements, is respectfully 
requested. 

Thus, all of the independent claims are deemed allowable. Moreover, the 
remaining dependent claims are further deemed allowable, in view of their dependence 
on such independent claims. 

In the event a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of thi s 
application, the Examiner may reach the undersigned at (408) 505-5100. The 
Commissioner is authorized to charge any additional fees or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. 50-1351 (Order No. UDLIP018). 

RespectfuilY submitted, 

Zilka-Kotab, PC. 

/KEVINZILKA/ 

Kevin j, Zilka 

P.O. Box 72 1 1 20 Registration No. 41,429 

San Jose, C A 95172-1120 

408-505-5100 



